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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21 (2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

2. Claims 1-7 and 10-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Basso et al (USPN 6,751,623), cited by Examiner. 

Regarding claim 1 , the claimed "method for dynamically updating descriptions of 
audio-visual content information" is met as follows: 

• The claimed step (a) of "issuing a command indicating the type of update" 
is met by the random access and ability for another terminal to edit and 
update the description information of an audio-visual file [col. 1, lines 53- 
67 & col. 3, lines 15-21]. 

• The claimed step (b) of "specifying the location in said description to 
perform said update, wherein said description is substantially compliant 
with the MPEG-7 standard" is met by the fact that the scene descriptions 
can be dynamically updated using the VRML language in a tree-based 
structure. A location of the object is given to the receiving terminal, which 
then has the responsibility of composing the individual objects together for 
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presentation [col. 4, line 57 - col. 5, line 4], Furthermore, while most of 
the Basso reference is disclosed utilizing MPEG-4, reference is made to 
the fact that MPEG-7 could be used [col. 3, line 41]. 
• The claimed step (c) of "updating said description", is, again met by the 
fact that the scene descriptions can be dynamically updated using the 
VRML language in a tree-based structure [col. 4, line 57 - col. 5, line 4]. , 
Regarding claim 2, the claimed "method of claim 1 , further comprising the step 
of: (d) determining whether said update is authorized to be performed" is met by the 
decoder's ability to determine is it can decode the instruction and therefore handle the 
data in the file [col. 7, lines 18-19]. 

Regarding claim 3, the claimed "method of claim 1 1 wherein said step (a) 
comprises the step of: (a1) issuing a command to add to said description" is met by the 
ability to edit descriptions by inserting into the elementary streams [col. 1, lines 55-59]. 

Regarding claim 4, the claimed "method of claim 1, wherein said step (a) 
comprises the step of: (a1 ) issuing a command to delete a portion of said description" is 
met by the ability to extract description information from the elementary stream of a file 
[col. 1, lines 55-59]. 

Regarding claim 5, the claimed "method of claim 1, wherein said step (a) 
comprises the step of: (a1) issuing a command to change a portion of said description" 
is met by the ability to modify the description information in the elementary stream of a 
file [col. 1, lines 55-59]. 
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Regarding claim 6, the claimed "method of claim 1 , wherein said step (c) 
comprises the step of: (d ) altering the structure of said description" is met by the fact 
that the scene description can be updating by altering the tree-based structure [col. 4, 
lines 57-65]. 

Regarding claim 7, the claimed "method of claim 1, wherein said step (c) 
comprises the step of: (d ) altering a parameter at a node of said description" is met by 
the ability to modify the description information in the elementary stream of a file [col. 1, 
lines 55-59]. 

Regarding claim 10, the claimed "method of claim 1 further comprising the step 
of: (d) transferring data to be added to said description" is met by the fact that the 
information for editing the description of the audio-visual file can come from a different 
terminal and allowing easy editing and manipulation [col. 3, lines 15-21]. 

Regarding claim 1 1 , see the above rejection to method claim 1 . 

Regarding claim 12, see the above rejection to method claim 2. 

Regarding claim 13, see the above rejection to method claim 2. 

Regarding claims 14-18, see the above rejections to method claims 3-7. 

Regarding claim 1 9, see the above rejection to method claim 1 0. 

Regarding claim 20, the claimed "method of claim 1 1 , wherein said first and said 
second computer systems form a peer-to-peer network" is met by the fact that the 
computers can utilize the Internet for transmission of audiovisual information [col. 1 , 
lines 32-36]. 
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Regarding claim 21, the claimed "method of claim 11, wherein said step (a) 
comprises the step of: (a1 ) receiving a request from said second computer for 
information, wherein a pull operation is initiated" is met by the fact that the audio-visual 
objects can be transmitted to a receiving terminal along with scene description 
information. This indicates that once the "second computer" requests the audio-visual 
information, that new description information is pulled from the server as well [col. 5, 
lines 33-35]. 

Regarding claim 22, the claimed "method of claim 1 1 , wherein said step (a) 
comprises the step of: (a1 ) determining that said description stored on said second 
computer should be updated, wherein a push operation is initiated" is met by the fact 
that the "second computer" can remotely access the stored description information in 
the stored file, and update accordingly via the distributed network [col. 5, lines 25-29]. 

Regarding claim 23, see the above rejection to method claim 1 . 

Regarding claim 24, see the above rejections to method claims 3-5. 

Regarding claim 25, the claimed "computer-readable medium of claim 23, 
wherein said location further specifies between a relative address in said description 
and an absolute address in said description" is met by the fact that the location in the 
scene description information defines a spatio-temporal location within the tree-based 
structure [col. 4, lines 57-65]. 

Regarding claim 26, see the above rejection to method claim 10. 

Regarding claim 27, see the above rejection to method claim 2. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 8, 9 t and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Basso et al (USPN 6,751 ,623), in view of ISO/IEC MPEG 00/N3575, cited by 
Examiner. 

Regarding claim 8, the claimed "method of claim 1, wherein said step (a) 
comprises the step of: (a1) issuing a derive by restriction command" is not specifically 
met by the Basso reference. While the Basso reference does teach dynamically 
updating scene descriptions in a MPEG-7 formatted file [col. 3, line 41 & col. 4, line 63], 
it does not disclose that the updating is done by issuing a derive by restriction 
command. The ISO/IEC reference teaches that the "derive by restriction" command can 
be used to create new complex types by using the base type definition of the MPEG-7 
scene description information [page 5, section 5.2.2.4]. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use the "derive by 
restriction" command, in order to maintain working order in the MPEG-7 protocol for 
updating description information. While the Basso reference does teach updating 
description information in MPEG-4 files, since it does recommend using MPEG-7, it 
would only be logical to use the "derive by restriction" command present in the MPEG-7 
specification for updating the information. 
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Regarding claim 9, the claimed "method of claim 1 , wherein said step (a) 
comprises the step of: (a1) issuing a derive by extension command" is not specifically 
met by the Basso reference. While the Basso reference does teach dynamically 
updating scene descriptions in a MPEG-7 formatted file [col. 3, line 41 & col. 4, line 63], 
it does not disclose that the updating is done by issuing a derive by extension 
command. The ISO/IEC reference teaches that the "derive by extension" command can 
be used to create new complex types by using the base type definition of the MPEG-7 
scene description information [page 5, section 5.2.2.4]. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use the "derive by 
extension" command, in order to maintain working order in the MPEG-7 protocol for 
updating description information. While the Basso reference does teach updating 
description information in MPEG-4 files, since it does recommend using MPEG-7, it 
would only be logical to use the "derive by extension" command present in the MPEG-7 
specification for updating the information. 

Regarding claim 28, the claimed "computer-readable medium of claim 23, 
wherein said instructions are substantially compliant with the Extensible Markup 
Language (XML)" is not met expressly by the Basso reference. While the Basso 
reference does teach dynamically updating scene descriptions in a MPEG-7 formatted 
file [col. 3, line 41 & col. 4, line 63], it does not disclose that the instructions for doing so 
are substantially compliant with the XML language. The ISO/IEC reference teaches that 
the XML Schema Language was adopted as the MPEG-7 Description Definition 
Language (DDL) [page VI, section 0.1]. Again, it would have been obvious to one of 
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ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use the XML language, in order to 
maintain working order in the MPEG-7 protocol for updating description information. 
While the Basso reference does teach updating description information in MPEG-4 files, 
since it does recommend using MPEG-7, it would only be logical to use the XML 
Language present in the MPEG-7 specification for updating the information. 



Claim Rejections • 35 USC §112 

5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter, which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. Claims 1,11, and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

7. The term "substantially compliant" in claims 1,11, and 28 for describing the 
MPEG-7 standard and the XML Language is a relative term, which renders the claim 
indefinite. The term "substantially compliant" is not defined by the claim, the 
specification does not provide a standard for ascertaining the requisite degree, and one 
of ordinary skill in the art would not be reasonably apprised of the scope of the 
invention. 

Conclusion 

8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 
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Hunter (MPEG-7 XML Schema Problem Issues) discloses a list developed 
through an evaluation of the XML Schema Language's ability to satisfy MPEG-7. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Michael R. Shannon who can be reached at (571) 272- 
7356 or MichaeI.Shannon@uspto.gov. The examiner can normally be reached by 
phone Monday through Friday 8:00 AM - 5:00PM, with alternate Friday's off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Miller, can be reached at (571) 272-7353. 

Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Please address mail to be delivered by the United States Postal Service (USPS) 
as follows: 

Mail Stop 

Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Effective January 14, 2005, except correspondence for Maintenance Fee 

payments, Deposit Account Replenishments (see 1.25(c)(4)), and Licensing and 

Review (see 37 CFR 5.1(c) and 5.2(c)), please address correspondence to be delivered 

by other delivery services (Federal Express (Fed Ex), UPS, DHL, Laser, Action, 

Purolater, etc.) as follows: 

United States Patent and Trademark Office 
Customer Service Window 
Randolph Building 



Application/Control Number: 09/865,030 
Art Unit: 2614 



Page 10 



401 Dulany Street 
Alexandria, VA 22314 

Some correspondence may be submitted electronically. See the Office's Internet 
Web site http://www.uspto.gov for additional information. 

Or faxed to: (571 ) 273-8300 



Hand-delivered responses should be brought to: 

Randolph Building 
401 Dulany Street 
Alexandria, VA 22314 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 

proceeding should be directed to customer service whose telephone number is (571) 



272-2600. 



Michael R Shannon 

Examiner 

Art Unit 2614 



Michael R Shannon 
October 13, 2005 




/ john miller 
Supervisory patent examiner 
technology center 2600 



